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Introduction

This ‘pape is a case study describing:ho a/rural-local educationfagency
.(LEA) develope a comprehensive system for s aff development (csps). Tt

presents somegbackground information, summarizes the -problem as perceived by '

”fkey a@tors, tLen describes a series of activ{ties resulting in the development
! .
‘-ﬂofwéhh 'CSDS. ' Barriers and facilitators encountered are discussed and results
of a district—widé needs _assessment are ﬂzesented._
. -‘.\3"1 “ . .

'f‘ o Background/lnformation

.

schools, a d 1332 employees. Local educators welcome ideas and assistance /

from outsiders" such as staff of the Maryland State Department of Education ”/
: . /

~(MSDE), Frostburg State College, the Appalachia Project 8 Regional Educationaﬂ
l 1

Service Agency (RESA), the University of Maryland, and the Regional Laboratory
- Research for Better Schools (RBS) All those agencies were represented in

.the development of CSDS but - leadership Was maintained by Allegany County
educators. : ' - . 1_&ir~ S e

qLing 1982 several events, concerns, and ideas became strongly evident
S i '
, to Allegany educators.‘ While at first they seemed to be separate, their
relati nships became apparent when they were explored systemically. All‘were"

"pres ures" for change, for instance' y s ,‘_-_’ a . léf
_‘A new superintendent had been appointed (July 1, l982) and
believed in the importance of positive attitudes, but staff
‘morale.was poor, partly due to reductions in force (RIFs)
.capsed by funding cuts. .. . ‘ — ‘

National and state attention was focused on. school and class-
room ef fectiveness and ways to: implement relevant research,
and an LEA program was. underway to-.diagnose school ¢ 3

with subsequent problem resolution by school teams,-bu ,the
program potential was not being reached. I SRR C

o
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, . rogram ‘to promote equity was underway in which parti- 3

- o 7 cipdntK (mostly administrators) had increased self awareness - _—

' : ' and-¥edrned to respect and value the differences in others, _ R

- and ‘wanted to find ways in which program concepts and R
. learnings - could be shared with other LEA staff. T

. / e Isolatiom of individuals, friction between role groups, and ‘ . |
e TR general low-level dissatisfaction within some role groups - < |
Lo ‘caught staff in a spiral of poor communication, time-wasting B AN

,/ J -conflict management, varying levels of commitment to the . e

%/ o T school~system and . its activities, and varying levels of ; ‘

L ‘ effectiveness.', oo : J‘"' -

|
e Staff. development was one of the 10 LEA. priorities, but it_was '
" recognized that the traditional teacher inservice did not
: . achieve the results desired by participants nor by administra— :
tion.- o . , . ® » _ .
o e All LEA employees contributed to the ‘education of the
;o . students, but that mission had somehow become submerged, the
' inter-dependence of role groups was forgotten, and it was time
that everyone started working together.

With these pressures recognized by central office staff and shared with '
invited "outsiders," relevant information was explored to determine what .-
) improvements could be made (with no expectation of additional funds beyond a

'),'.-
part of‘the Chapter II allocation) Some of the knowledge base which

"influenced subsequent ction is out1ined belowu_ "l*"xf f'_f

-

o

N R l“ An LEA is a decentralized system with each sch001_having high autonomy,

/

_which means that a large number of - communication mechanisms must be used to

| fstrengthen informal structures (Louis & Sieber, 1977) ' Since schools and role.

—

groups need to . collaborate in order to achieve the system' s mission, o' communi—
*'cation should emphasize information sharing rather than direction giving, and
strivelfor ‘a network structure of control" (Pasmore et_al., 1978) In order
" to reduce the burden on administrators and expand the problem—solving "
.resources'available-to'the-system,nlateral communication (between role groups

T 'and between schools) should be encouraged (Pasmore et al.,’1978‘.Louis &

-Sieber, 1979) \For such breaks with bureaucratic tradition (PYramid
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p the high autonomy needs of professional
4 4

must be found in which those involved D .
'havc an equal stake in the CQ‘ g (Rath & Hagans, 1978) The goal

should have realistic parametersv‘ 8 &¥Mojkowski, 1977) deal with real

| issues (Congreve, 1969), and ideg@ify common interests (Rubin, 1980)

‘e

- action~is to occur, those affect;‘ﬂby it éhonld participant.in its design;_-", .

Yol ve &

-

o, such participatory planning is c‘, ﬂal to the success of a- collaborative

)

improvement project (Firestone, 1977) This means that all role groups ‘should
have the opportunity not only-to clarify tasks, bnt'also to.be involved'in
planning, which must then be flexible and interactive (Ackoff 1977), even‘ o,
though coordination in the early stages is. very difficult since assignments

cannot be clearly prescribed (Pasmo&e et al., 1978). Role group participants

" should be perceived by each other as partners in a collaborative effort, which

~ differs from a cooperative project in that in the former members are equal

" ‘while in the latter "leaders" see themselves as activating and channeling the

'energy of others who are receptive volunteers (Roberti? 1978, with reference

to’ Sieber, 1972). ‘ v o
. . ¢ ’ . :
When participants of a system recognize a need for improvement but haveﬂ

‘no particular ready-made solution in mind, one of three models of planned

*i' - I pha g may- be applied (or a combination) the. problem-solving ‘model based on o -

\ : the w rk of Lippit, Watson and Westl (1958) Havelock's linkage model, or a
2 g _ C

-y e, process of organization developmeqt (OD) In a11 three models a problem is

' identified, clarified through gome. form of diagnosis, and resolved by
employing strategies (or innovations) identified by systematic search and

( retrieval of ideas from a credible knOwledge base. ‘In all cases’"outsiderS"

assist members of the “internal" organization. The models differ in that -

- , - AN

L




( .

,there is greater reliance on: outsiders and a greater emphasis on affective

process activities in oD than in the other models, and the linkage model
‘ - o . > : . + -

A 'stresses the vafbe of research-based knowledge provided by ' outsiders

. ',(Roberts, 1978 pp. 20-31)>\ o B LT
BN When problems within a system relate to the individual members rather ?

s, []

than to a specific program or GTganizational unit, they may be addre§sed by
e staff development - not simply training or inservice but a more general

. personal and professional development of the people, in the system. The struc-

~

v ture.and activities'should be such that'» (1) the individuals ‘must want to

learn, (2) the learning must be in context and owned" by the learner, (3)
t<,4 x
. group learning should occur, (4) each individual should learn about himself/
- ; & . \
'herself, others in his/her work situation, and better ways .to get the work

A One, and (5) anyone in a leadership role should encourage participants to
! contribute the three kinds of 1earning (self, others, work) to any task at

R o

] hAnd, recognizing that individuals and the organization will, then benefit .

(Handy, 1976, pp. 253-279).‘ For any given area of learning, 'i1f ideas are tob

' be applied a series of activities is needed' (1) rationale and theory

S
» »

- . ’ . .

'building, (2) demonstration and modeling, (3) practice and feedback, nd (4\,jn' "

4

individualized on-site coaching or trouble-shooting (Joyce & Showers, 1980) oo :

4 u

With ideas such as. the above in mind the problem gradually became more‘ : o

“clearly defined, and a small group of central office staff including those
involved in the projects in school climate and equity, and under the 1eader-

s

s ship of the assistant superintendent, decided to design and implement a

comprehensive .staff development system (CSDS) , o
Y s . . “ . N 'v . '..

- Initiating cSDS

~
» 4

' The early stages of activity involved discussions among administrative
\

_ "staff, Tecruitment,of "outsiﬁérs,i and clarification of goals and operating _:
R ) ; .

ok R R S S




constraints. - A committee. (of school and central-office administrators and

. some outsiders") was, formed, and in’ September 1982 a mission statement,

’

general objectives, and tentative action guidelines were drafted Sufficient

) '~ , interest vas generated for a decipion to be- made that effort should be . T \

e . invested to. operationalize CSDS for. all employees of the LEA.

© o

During the next 12 months several key events occurred, each of which is

'

L ~.fr"described herer Between each event several administrative pianning meetings f
/ (N h» were held (some attended by outsiders"), relevant. materials were reviewed -
/. ‘ ;_" and/or/developed, nd organizational and'political taihs carried out.f.All.‘ﬁ
s i ' . those involved had other primary responsibilities, and{most "outsiders - A\,g

L

volunteered most of their time, contributing expertise because they were
SN Co . T . .
J interested in and impressed by the scope and vision of the project as

. L]
. . N . a
" B
cot

perceived by the assistant-superintendent.: , o I

Preliminary Planning o . .

o
In 0ctobér the committee met ‘to develop objectives and a time frame for

El
\

»'an‘action plan.' lt-was agreed that an action research ‘model would ‘be used to~f

» design the CSDS with involvement of representatives of other ro]e groups *'
Such involvement would increase more widespread understanding of thé potential
of the CSDS \and by inviting input at this stage, help build commitment.» It _~"

| was recognized that such participatory planning would take longer and would -

require very careful capacity bgilding to ensure equity among role groups and

. ¢
.

hierarchical levels._ However, most members of the administrative committee,

b'believedfthat it could be done and Would be more.effective in the’ long run.

. . . R . \ :
* Role groups included' administrative supe isors:'aides and technicians, -
cafeteria staff, -custodial and maintenance staff, instructional supervisors, -
° principals and vice principals, secretaries and clerical staff, and. teachers:
(including those in guidance and library/media services) Transportation

o ~workers chose not to participant. Board members were invited and attended
o some events. .

. y

4 . e,
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Participatory Planning

3

.hl "7_,;f . A general workshop for 65 participants (County Committee) ‘was conducted
in December. Participants worked in Small groups (mixed roles qnd 1evels)
facilitated by members of the administrative committee. . Followlng a ‘general = -

) review of the purpose - of the meet1ng (to develop a common upderstanding of the

planning process and of the potenti&éxof a CSDS), and summary of activities to

date, a series of four activities occurred .For each one an "outsider"

- . - é ) . - [
hreviewed the rationale and theory and explained'a task.*® Then small groups o

«

completed the task. Results and reactions were compared among groups between

- t
. v

each task and at the end of the day._ o _ ', : .
R The series of activities invoIved particiyants in simulating implementa— .

¢ ’

ﬁtion of an action research model (see Figure 1) For. each a%tivity area - o
. N ~
T ;'.,(e g.,» data collection) participants discussed specified tasks and determined

1}

Sy : - . .
. " whether or not they should be’ carried out, how they ‘should be done, and who

-

“\ _— - should be involved (e.g., taking charge, being informed giving approval

carrying out the work). Table 1 summarizgs tasks suggested for each of the

four activity-areas.' e ! S
. ) ) X . . . . ‘ . e . PR ‘,‘
:g_ - N As participants worked in their small groups members of the administra—~ s

tive committee tried to help overcome barriers such as: uncertainty about~the af

-task and perceptions (in a few cases) of perSOnal inadgquacy to carry it out,f"

confusion or distrust about the feasibility or probability of-. implementing a .-
.

v . -

CSDS, . uneasiness in working on a strange task with strangers (groups were.
? _3 formed SO . that adminisqgators did not work with staff that they supervised

- . and so that different role groups worked together) To a great extent these B

barriers were overcome by the sincerity of the administrative ‘committee :‘

"members who encouraged equity in a variety of ways. Workshop leaders'
- :

clarified tasks and discussed Board support for the- project.

L
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘

o

Table 1

Ry

- An Action Research Model Used in Planning.@ Staff DeVelopment System* A

Activity Area

Task

0T

‘ Components

bata Cbllection

A

Identify...
‘- relevant goals, priorities,
legislation etc.

- needs .
. .

.

'x—'barrierstand facilitators

- knowiedge of process..
inservice !

"localt, state, federal °
inaividual, program, organization

reseurces,-human,‘golitical;_.” .

adult learning, delivery systems,

o

. X . : . L.

,Data Analysis

Analyze and prioritize...
- goals

- needs

s

- barriers ana facilitators

= process alternatives

o . -
role group, program, organization

resources, human; political
" criteria or scenario of viable .
ovmethods and delivery systems

Select 'and determine...

- N\

Selection ° .
o - goals of CSDS
- - needs toﬁbe~addressed by role group, prdgram, organiza-
° tional location ' e T T
. - reSource allocation by need . .
K -~ how barriers will be -~%
. overgome v T -, .
- processes - timelines, dejiveryiresnonaibiiities,
cost effective’ methods‘to meet neéﬁs
° ~ and. goals
Implementation - Link planning and’ role~greup reﬁresentation.'
A implementation . ' : .
* Coordinate'activities establish responsibilities.and task
. T . P teams
¢ Cdmmunicate.‘ across role grouns andklevels'of = (
; : g ‘hierarchy :
Organize and deliver by role groups and organizational
training. ’ location
MOnitor/evaluate impact ‘ . 'using data tb.imprnve along the way
_of planning and inplementation e ) o

e

A ?

* For each task, participants determined how it should ‘be done, who should take charge, give
approval be informed, and carry out the work.

. B

—
. - .. .

»,
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Figure 1.
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Collection -
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" By. the end of the day participants understood the planning process, had

greater confidence im the value of‘their contributions and in the likelihood l;'
o .

that a CSDS would be implemented and had established good relationships among

K . [N . ~

each other¢~ Two main recommendations_were.made. (1) activities to- further

. : define the system should begin-as soon. as possible, beginning‘with the design

/.

or selection of a needs ‘assessment. measure 0r~process, and (2) opportunity

=

should be given to "officia]" representatives (e. g., asSociation leaders) to

-~ . .

review activities, to, determine specific role group responsibilities ih the

-

design %pd‘implementation of a-CSDS, and to design an organizational struc-

ture. It was agreed that a needs_assessment'sub—committee should draft,some
. ideas, and in the springya meeting of role group representatives would be held

o L to_follow through on the two recommendationg.

Representatives' Decision-Making

i

Such a meeting was held at the end:of March 1983. Kttended by 27 parti-

cipants (some of, whom had been involved in pred&ous activities) the meeting
included' a review of activities to date and of the planning model discus—

. .sion of roles and responsibilities of role grogp representatives review of a
. . &‘
needs assessment process' and discussion of structures and mechanisms for :

CSDS. During ‘the® day concerns ‘were raised about. the relative priority of
. P

'Cébsfhcommitment;_the relative sincerity of the-invitation for_all_"levels
and roles to influence CSDS.planning and”implementationi'program evaluation;
and the “feasibility of using an adapted version of th.e needs assessment .
process‘reviewed.* These.concerns-werefopenly.diScuSsed; |

. . . . . . e
) .

- : * The process was developed by’ Jim Greenberg (University of. Maryland)aand i

: Maurice Erly et al. of Prince George' s County and used there for instruc- '

o ' tional staff before being modified and used for all role groups in Allegany,
s = May 18 1983,
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.;decisions. A sense of group cohesion was, illustrated by the frequency and

-committee, initiate the needs assessment. procegs, and publicize key events and

q"'L" LoE

a2 .

. . = . . w? . R o
: L. . : S |

e L R : . .8 : ~-

) s, .

Decisions were’ made and actions taken to restructure the aﬁministrative.f*" o

.‘-".

comfort level" of statements volunteered by participants with traditionally

T owe AR

a -

"low authority.‘ By the end of the day participants had greater understanding

- and” belief in the concepts of CSDS in which the focus is the individual who

.Development of . the Needs Assessment Survey ' R f

'ment process' "Hevelopment of concerns and delivery methods to form the basis o

"consensus building activities. First, "mixed" small groups (across hﬁerarchy :

'influences and is influenced by activities rélated to goals and objectiVes of

-

comprehensive staff development all within a philosophy oﬂ equﬁty.~v“
b

In May the Cpunty Committee* applied the first stage\of the needs assess-

P 4 :
of a. survey questionnaire. Cafeful preparatiOn and involvement of outside

. AN o *

volunteers as group facilitators helpéd make the day g activﬁ;y go smoothly. i

Procedg;es involved two types of small groups in’ idea genelation and

O

'and across role) listed and ranked task concerns, and then listed and ranked

, ways in which those cdncerns might best be addressed by staff development .

“' . N

- (delivery optiOns) “"Common" (role-alike) small groups 1isted and ranked

( . ) :‘ .¢,_'f ol

"critical job skills or’ functions, indicating those in/greatest need of

[ Y e

'improvement, and then listed training needs of other role groups.‘ Groupu_,-*

(A

.

membership llsts were made up ahead of time and groups were led by

outsiders," who guided ea‘ﬁgactivity by saying sOmething 1ike this

"
K

* Membership- in the County Committee was '’ formalized to ensure that aﬁl role
groups were represented and at least one. person from each school was
involved. R _ .

¥ .

3 . . . . v
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R T Task Think about on the job tasks you do. What frustrates you, gets in
"~ . the way of getting the work done? List concerns, things that can be
improved on. Rank-order indi%ﬁdually, then share top prior1ties and
- develop a group- llst. o
2. Delivery options,,:Think about past experiences and future jdeals -- not
. . simply the tradit&onal workshop, conference or college course, but also .
LT 0 curriculum develdpment or mupervision activities, or school staff
o ‘meetings, and’ théir' characteristics.

W . . . . .

K

- 3.‘fCritical functions. Think about tasks, responsibilities, and skllls used
in“ydur role.. Rank order the top ten and assegs each in terms of perfor—
’ mance (doing wel], adequate, needs improvement) : : :

'
-

o~ 4, Others needs: For each other role group, state areas whicb need improve—
) ment that might be ‘addressed by staff development.

- ‘ -

The 113 roncern statements generated by participants fell into ]7

e -categories, with highest consensus of concern for "time and- mandgement,

,bh.communicatlon,, and "incentives.v The 44 knowledge/skill statements fill

B

5finto 29 areas, with many (e g "human relations," "

PO [ ,

safety, equity")

forosqing several role groups. Ideas about the process or. delivery methods for

e .staff development included 89 statements which fell into 10 catego#ges. 'Not
) l“_'- .'- . . B " ‘
s s only the traditional methods (such as role group workshops) but also methods

_such as: school—based meetings, inter-school visits, and cross—role, cross~

Llhierarphy workshops were listed Particlpants did not develop traditiopal

o'v'_ k4

e llsts of inservice.toplcs or training formats. They saw staff development in

-

its broadest sense and addressed more organizational (system) issues than
'personal.concerns.f It was apparent'that participants had develOped a sense.of
. »oWnership in CSDS - would not be satisfied w1th "goodbye and God bless you"
| workshops on si ;ﬁt/simple topics, but ‘wanted interactive organi?atlon

«i

' development, and staff development resolving real concerns.'u

R '.'%-

. A survey questionnaire was, developed based on the ideas generated at the '
.,‘ _. , o hl

oworkshop.‘ It presented (1) nine overall concepts (e. g., "If I take part in

'Q,~;i ’" a meeting or workshop X want some . followaup -= to know resultsror to help me

—~




“do, and how our work fits together") each with a five point 'importance

" ‘about the relative reality" of the proJect and the extent to which their

"trouble—shoot 14 I ‘try new skills.or ideas") each with a five pOlnt "agree-

‘¢ . \

'ment" rating scale; (2) 26 concerns (e g role clarification how to make

.a .

sure we understand our own jobs,, that others around us also understand what we .
] .

: S

scale; and choice of five delivery methods#' and (33 ZQ,knowledge/skills areas

:/

(e gy curriculum development and coordinated use," "equipment care and use' )

each with a five point "importance scale, and choice 6f“five delivery

'methods. . . C \ o ‘ _ R N

Qimulation and Determination of Structures‘

" In August a series of” three overnight workshops was held, each attended

." by about 60 people, including representatives for all role groups, and with all

schools represented by a team including the principal and up to four -other

- ¢

‘staff (instructional and support\ Fach workshop was. identical, involving

o participants in: “(1) some team building/equi‘y activities, . (2) a "pilot" use

and critique of the needs assessment questionnaire, (3) simulation in small

groups of planning to address needs identified by survey results, - and (4)

final determination of the CSDS organizational structure and of CSDS implemen-,f

- .y

" tation strategies. About half of .the participants had been involved in at’

f'leaSt_one other key activity; the others'had initial reservations and concerns

" cofitributions were valued. As before, these concerns were overcome through

discussion,‘demonstration'of equity,,and the'sincerity of ‘steering committee

members. éther’outcomes of the series of meetings included:

]

&

ok Delivery methods listed were: (1) .school building inservice or problem—

~. solving sessions, (2) system-wide with people of different jobs and levels,
(3) system-wide with people with the same kind of job, (4) college courses,v-“
~and (5) inter-school visits, job shadowing. :

-3 ‘ ‘. R o o I

- 4 ] . . ’
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. e s | : l o f;_?;_“,a..- v
e Final agréement on the CSDS organizaticnal stritfure (see .-
Figure 2) and roles and responsibilities of the various teams

nd committees (including 'school based teams incorporating

hose formed for the "school climate" project) . . -

. Agreerient that the.surQéy queétionnaire (with slight modifica-
. - . tions) should be distributed at "in-person” school or role
"z S group meetings;, and should be completed by all LEA employees

o e Agreemeﬁt that survey results should be énalyzed-by role group
. ~+ + and by school, with meetings facilitated by committee members
' ' to review findings and determine priorities and, activities

° Strong,commitment;'gfoup\cohesion,iand sense of ownership by
. - participants for CSDS -- a shared belief ‘in their individual
‘ value and group potential to work together - ' '
‘e Clear common understanding of CSDS -- its purpose, philosophy,
development, and potemtial -- with acceptance of ‘responsibi~
lity to share that-unde;g}anding‘with;colleagues{

Results of the Needs Assessment Survey

. The Needs Assessment Survey %as giVenbto all employ?es in the Fall of

“1983. Of the thirteen hundred and thirty-two (1332) employees in the system;

‘twelve hundred and fbrty (1240) returned sufveys that could Be’computer
. - _ . | -
analyzed. Items were analyzed by role group and by school, and each role group

and each school wege given copies of the printout so that'they could assess

the kinds bf:inservicé'indicéted by the results of thé'Neéds‘ASSessment.

- There was ver?'high agfeément across' all role-groﬁpé with most of the.

"mi;hine overall con;épts: .quevgr, there was a range of responses rgléging ﬁo '
whéther or not staff development activitiéé should be held .in work'time and
_whether or ﬁot participants‘Should be réwarded (e;g.;lby:receiving‘credit
toWa;d prombtion). In general, respondénts wantedftd havelé say in.plaﬁning‘ 3
s;aff’devéloﬁmé;t activities, expressed a preférence’fbr,ﬁractical "haﬁdq on“

activities with a problgm—solving orientation, and wanted sdme-follow-uﬁ

+ afterwards. = ’ R L s e 7
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Executive'Cdmmittee

4 Figure 2.. Stéff Development Organiiational Strﬁcﬁﬁre

v
-

.“ ot . . -' - .; . ' -

bvery silwol has a stalf developnent -team which includes the principal, at.
least one teacher and-at least one other person with non-instructiomal respon-
sibilities. At least one of those people is a member of the county committee
which includes representatives of all role groups and schools. The represen-
tative committee is smaller, with members representing/all role groups. It
serves as a "pool" from which members are drawn to serve on the steering .
committee. Executive committee members are drawn from the steering committee.
‘Invited "outsiders” e.g., from RESA and Frostburg .are'also, members of the )
steering committee. Temporary task teams are formed as needed. Communication
is open. Decisions are influenced by all units of the structure... L

Q 1 - . ey
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Fourteen of the 26 concerns»were rated of sufficient importance to be

among the "top five" for one or more role groups. (See Table 2.) .The top

. priority systemwide (and for teachers and aides) was: i
‘"o making sure money is allocated to pay for materials, jth'to :
LI be done, or lesSons to be taught..'

.

Two other: concerns rated as very important also related to materials. (In
v ’ .

LY

e fy.l'analyzing this area of concern,.local staff realized that budget allocations
' “ -' 7 ’ : e R N
T for instructional materials had been reduced 677 over the previous three o e

years.) The two other concerns among the top five system—wide related tol

,discipline and morale. Points of, interest in the analysis of results. Were'

..b '. . ﬁ )
-
f_i .f .~ e 0f the teachers' top concerns, four matched those of aides and ) ~N
' ' principals/vice,principals and three matched those of s - ':‘
secretaries and custodial. staff : o : . <

. ' e Of the principals /vice-principals topfconcerns, four matched
’ those of teachers, - ‘maintenance staff, and secretaries, a -
three matched tho*q of aides and central office adminis rators -

] 0f the central administrators top concerns, four m
those of transportation staff, and “three matched th se of
maintenance staff and principa]s/vice principals SRR

e The concerns\rated very important by six’ of the nine roJe
i groups included: '
-~ making sure that when .a job is to be done, the r
- , of materials, equipment, and ‘people are there on time
' : - making sure we are. .working toward quality education and
that everyone understands how we are doing ‘that .
- getting people.to work together better and to understand
how each can help the other.

In general .concerns given_priority suggested a need to clarify goals, coordi-

nate reson/ce allocation, and improve cooperation and communication..

s 4 Twenty-one of the 29 items relating to knowledge and skills were rated of-

sufficient importance to be among the "top five"~for one or more of the role

groups.m (See Table 3, ) The top priority systemwide was-” BT

S . ° understanding my role. : S ' f




24. ' - : ‘ Tablé'é
as the "Top Five" by LEA-RQleTGfoﬁps

"Concerns" Ranked
. A

T

. : ) .

. e

ALl staff

Aides

Cenffal .
Administrators-
Cuétodiai
qud.Seryice

Méintehance

L . * "
Principals/
Vice Principals
Secretaries

Teachers
~Transportation,

‘making sure money is'ailocatedbpogpay'fdt materials, . ,
jobs to be done, or lessons to~bé_taught_(funding)‘ s 1 .

-
[
n

S

making sure that when a job {s to doneé the right kinds. . | 2 3 1=
of. materials, equipment,-and people are there on time’ :
-(coordinating) ) :

~ e
. .

making sure,thét evéfyone, irreluding stﬁdents,‘éakes,care _ 3 Jl=q] d=] 1
‘of mateg}als,~equipment, and facili;ies‘(maintaining) o A )

developing common rules and standafds for students in such 415 : 5
a way that everyone keeps to those standards (digcipliné)'¢9 N "
improving‘eyeryone's énthusiasm and confidence 1 ”Eﬁé N 3¢
‘school system (morale) - CoEm - :

oo P VKl . o

ﬁaking.sure we are working toward qpality'edﬁcation.aﬁd ' 4 2 B -
that eve:yone'understands how we are doing that (program/
communication) - : '

o ‘ . yoo . .
getting people‘to work together better and to'understand . : 1-1 4
. how each can help the other (cooperation/coordination) ;

sharing the wo;k‘fairly ard making sure we don't make it ' 2
hard for others to get their work done (role'clarification) .

making sufe we understand our own jobs, that others around .
its understand what we do, 'and how our work fits together . .. ~
(role clarification 2) ' ' . - :

paking sure that people doing the same ﬁork get the same
— ) _pay-{incentives)_ - : .

. N !

shariqg ideas and information among all role groups, with ‘ . 4
each person's ideas listened -to with respect (communication).

involving the people who must carry out the work in B 5
planning and ing decisions (pgrﬁicipatiqp)' ; . -4

keepirg things in. good shape and uﬁdating with new équip_- ‘ _.; 3 3
ment (streamlining)” - S _

‘making sure‘the\superiﬁtendent takes part in planning good
educational programs, and is-in agreement with other =~ -
administrators (participation 2) . T

“

u.

o .
' . . /
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"Knbwledgé and Skills"™ Ranked as the "Top Five'" by LEAfRolé.Croups
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e understanding our role - . o . J 11 W3] 2. 4 1ls
o ‘sensitivity to needs of teachers and students 2 , L 5121
' ! - ' . R . 1 . ,
i . buman relations skills - 3 {2= {s=]3]s5" 1214
® safety, first-aid, emergency pnocedureg_ ’4 2.1 5 .4 . 4. ‘ 1=
. Keeping»building7equipment clean e ot : 5. . 1- 1 v .
. assessment of student progress 1
. leadership skills - ' . o e 5 .o
. curriculum development and coordinated ‘use 3 3
‘ Wi .
o needs analysis and evaluation re: staffing . 215 T'a 5
1 e getting instructional naterials (with insufficient funds)‘ ;)/;/ 1=
. equipment care and use (e. g.,'computers) ‘ 4 | 2= 4
e management and/or organization . \ 3 2m e
, | o mnutrition (help students appreciate balanced meals) , 1 T
‘® arrangements for use of building after school hours ' ) :1-‘
. accepting more responsibility for student activities | : ) . 3
. communication-skills \ , } o . 3 ,
o goal setting and effective planning . : .
e public relations . . ’
iy ; security arrangements in schools - ol
i ) supervision.fe to assist teachers'in‘need
1 - r .‘ - T . H.
. ’ - * [N ) ) \’ . +, N
' : . 19 -

o Y : . B
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Two other areas it which many participants needed skill development related to .

!.-

interpersonal skills, another to safety, and another to keeping buildings and
equipment clean. - 8ix of the nine role groups indicated a need for training in

— .

role clarification, human relations skills, and safety and ﬁirst aid .Other

top1cs of interest to at least three role groups included

o leadership (administrators, principals/vice principals, and
,custodial staff) _

-

R . . -

o equipment care and use, especially of new items such as: ‘
' computers (staff in food services, maintenance, and transpor- e

tation) - ‘.“ L A . »‘.. s - R . o . .
. . . - . . ,l@ . . L g ‘ .
e’ needs analysis and- evaluation re: staffing (administrator, )

principals/vice principals, gransportation staff) e s

-

,All other topics were pf interest to only one. or two role groups.

that is why it is so very. importaif to ‘Have those people being affected

- - \

of the fivé delivery methods 1isted in ‘the survey, tdo were of almost .

~

equal popularity with selection relating to the nature of concern or skill

-

’

. @ school building problem solving meetings.‘

) system—wide, participants of different jobs and levels. .

7 . ,
It became apparent~that top concerns reflected the role expectation, and

-
.‘\'

linvolved in specifying their needs. Analysis of results a]so indicated the

need for differentﬂated inservice programs designed specifically to address a

a \ .

particular role as well as those areas of concern that were ‘common to two or,

more role - groups.” This kind of information allowed the LEA ‘to tailor make

S

'\cost effective manner;_:

- o

. 1nservice .and -to deliver staff development activities In the most. efficient,

’

) Discussion~
O

sive staff development system.- They linked research with,practlce, and

involved approximately 200 employees in.ghe~p1anning process. . S

..
v

U St T 20 18 ... '

Over a period of 12 months, Allegany County staff initiated a comprehen—‘ .

\
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=S Barrlers 9ncountered for each new group of participants were always the

e

same, although their strength decreased where role group representatives had

ke
&

been involved in planning and then reported back to their colleagues For the »ll_'
:. ' 'most part barriers were anticipated‘ahead of “time and strategies applied to

- { p \X
: address them. Factors thatvfacilitated project progress related primarily to _~‘ -

knowledge and attitudes of participaﬁts (particularly of the small team of

E.

local administrators who initiated the project and a core group of S
v 4?'—‘°utsiders.). Key barriers, facil;tators‘ahd strategies(are summarized. in

Table 4, .
Since the fall of 1983, the schools Staff Development Steering
Committees, whose membership represents all role groups within the school

have submitted’ plans for activities addressing the priority needs for the

‘\

specific school as well as‘indicating systemwide staff development activities

”

».,;'~ﬂ‘ that should be conducted by the central office staff. Using "inserviceltime,
‘each school has conducted activities designed to meet a priority need
0ne large secondary school has planned for a. professional day in March to -
f; address three issues \communications, discipline, and morale. These activi— L
ﬁties will include the~total staff of the school looking at each person 8 role
and responsibility for each of those concerns,'and proposing plans and activi— ;T"
; ties to improve?% ‘ | | |

I .- ) - o : .

e R The nature of the process ‘and "the” tota1 involvement of all ‘staff are—theujn

'ese areas of concern..r—\§ ‘

i ost important factors in producing effective gpaff development activities.__

4 )
The LEA plans to continue to include five professional days'in the school

.

calendar for next year to effectively and continually address staff develop— .

- -

ment needs. The LEA also found that employees ‘are . willingwto give of their
~ own time to participate in staff development activities. In addition, the
,desired behavioral and attitude changes are monitored by the employees

themselves in a cooperative*spirit.toward accomplishing common -goals.-

1 . ) .
¢ R B . . ) . . . . .. —




v

S mbled -
‘ vFacilitators, Barriers, and S rategles. in Planning the CSD§ : o7
Fecilitators =, | . Barrlers . ol Strategles '
" ' gl . ‘r

R

-yExpertise of Steering Comnittee B Lack of expertise of some partici- ~ hetivities ledrby}“outsidera“ 1inking

S| opats oo ] thearyd practice, in shared learning |
\Some relevant research knowledge - No CSDS model available .. = | - Greative combinatiuh'of}researCh fron | -

| available B S ] varlous flelds with practice to meet
, » Lo specific local needs : ]

E Staff ‘developient one of 10 LEA | - - Tack'of shared definition of staff - Development of a philosophy, nission
- School Board priorities development , ; ' igtatement, and an "ideal scenarto" of
. o S . osDs. three years in the future

~—

- {- Sohe conflict’ (logistical and . Superintendent 8 and Board members
political) experienced by. staff participation in some key eveuts, some|-
juggling priorities =~ =~ - task adjustment 'Qii,' L ,
1 s ‘ ‘ ' " , ,
o o o ] : ‘
"School climate" project with i - oo few schools involved, and too | - Incorporation of sone pro]ect strat= °|
school teans undervay at ‘some sites few publicized successes |  egles and concepts (by key staff) into |
| R CSDS e r

- "Bquity" ptoject underway, | - Too few people involved, with | - Incorporation of project comcepts into|
incfeasing participants' self | positive impact "trickling down | ¢sn$ philosophy, and involvement of -

. awareness and improving working | - very-slowly SRR (SDS. participants. in some. project
relationships o S PR . S activities 3‘“;.;?5‘5 v :

. ’ (] ,VI‘ r‘ .I:’ | o .

- Strong commitment and investment 1= Initial disbelief of nany partici- - Sincékity, provision of pportunity‘ |
of time and energy by LEA assistant pants R for open discussion, seMes of activi-| .
superintendent.and Executive o o ‘_' , \" ties achieving stated. objectives,
Conmittee | o | o ST application of equity principles :

‘-Uwoﬁ@@swwmphmMg | ‘-mnmlwmumaMMl%mﬂw“ -M&MWemyMHdmmmmmmtd
' o - and "reality" of videspread e activities, real evidence of partici-
| participant involvement pant influence on decisions
Bl Annual (S5, udget of $30,000 - |- Insufficient funding for graud foe Funding used- primarily for facilities
_ 2 . plus small sums- of pro]ecr funds™ | events T . | and materiels (e.g., needs survey)

LN T N BT o perso)n1 tine mostly volunteered" :




... The "eqnity theme,' which promotes the idea of the importance and the o

y "d”if.g,mf interdependence of all role groups in the delivering of educational services.

-

to children, has become a central thrust in this process as a demonatrated

»>.

"rea]ity rather than something to which staff give only lip service. When a
school has a staff development steering committee made . up of a food se;vice
~~worker, a custodian, a teachert an aide, and the principal looking at a common
problem identified by the personnel in that school and planning ‘the acqgvities-

to solve that-problem, good things happen to children. Employees intend to

keep this process going'in Allegany County.n s 7
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